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REMARKS 

Status of the Application 

This application includes claims 1, 2, 4 and 5 in which claims 1, 2 and 4 are rejected 
and claim 5 is withdrawn. A complete list of the pending claims can be found in a previous 
amendment filed on April 2, 2008. 

In the rejected claims, only claim 1 is independent. Claim 1 recites a process for 
preparing a polyvinyl alcohol (PVA) film. The process comprises the steps of: (1) forming a 
polyvinyl alcohol film of 30 to 90 jam thickness from a solution of a polyvinyl alcohol resin, 
and (2) rolling up the film around a cylindrical core made of a metallic material to form a film 
roll. 

Claim 1 further characterizes that the surface hardness of the film roll is set to a Shore 
A hardness of 60 to 95. The hardness is measured according to JIS K 6301 under conditions 
of 25°C and 55% RH, and total thickness of the film on the core is no less than that of a 1,000 
meters of the polyvinyl alcohol film wound around the cylindrical core. In the process, a 
guide roll is disposed in the vicinity of the cylindrical core and the film is rolled up around the 
cylindrical core by passing the film between the core and the guide roll in the state that a 
space between the core and the guide roll is maintained during the rolling up operation or in 
the state that the guide roll is in contact with the cylindrical core through the running film. 

Rejection of Claim 1 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Japanese 
document 10-138,405 (JP-405 hereinafter) in view of Japanese document Kokai 62-101,421 
(JP-421 hereinafter) and Takeuchi et al (US Publication 2003/0089808, Takeuchi hereinafter), 
and further in view of Corbett (US Patent 3,060,515, Corbett hereinafter). Applicant believes 
the rejection is clearly in error. 

In rejecting claim 1, the Office asserts that JP-405, JP-421 and Takeuchi teach the 
basic claimed process except that a guide roll being disposed in the vicinity of the core, the 
guide roll remaining a certain space away from the core during the winding (see page 2, 
section 2 of the final Office Action of July 9, 2008). Applicant respectfully disagrees. 
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JP-405 merely teaches laminating a PVA based film with a cellulose film through a 
rubber laminate roll wherein the surface hardness of the rubber laminate roll is within the 
range of 70-90 degrees based on Shore A hardness. Previously, the Office has acknowledged 
that JP-405 lacks: (1) a showing of the winding hardness of the film, (2) the thickness of the 
film being 30 to 90 |im, (3) using a metallic core, and (4) a length of film wound being at least 
1,000 meters (see page 2, section 1 of the non-final Office Action of January 2, 2008). 

JP-421 teaches a film roll made of a PET film (not the PVA film specified in the 
instant application) having a thickness of 6 to 25 |im (outside the claimed range of 30 to 90 
|im). The film is wound around a core to a winding hardness of 88 to 96% as measured by 
JIS K 6301. JP-421 is different from the instant application at least in that: (1) the material of 
the film is different, and (2) the thickness of the film is different. The Office previously 
asserted that the instant thickness of 30-90 jam would have been obvious over 25 |im (see 
page 2, section 1 of the non-final Office Action of January 2, 2008). Once wound, the 
teaching of the roll hardness for the PET film would be applicable to other wound films (see 
page 3, section 3 of the non-final Office Action of January 2, 2008). Applicant respectfully 
disagrees with the Office's reasoning for combining JP-405 with JP-421 . 

Like the instant application, JP-421 relates to a process of winding a roll of film. The 
process is measured by an end result, which is the surface hardness being in a proper range. 
JP-421 teaches that high dimensional stability of the film is achieved by winding the film to 
the specified surface hardness of 88 to 96%, which falls into the claimed range of the instant 
application. However, JP-421 does not teach or suggest that the same process for producing 
the high quality PET film roll of 6 to 25 ^m thickness may be used for producing the PVA 
film roll of 30-90 jam thickness so as to achieve the same dimensional stability and surface 
hardness. Previously, Applicant demonstrated to the Office that, due to a significant 
difference in material properties, especially the hygroscopicity (the ability of absorbing 
moisture), it is considerably harder to wind a PVA film than to wind a PET film. Therefore, a 
winding process that is suitable for the PET film is not suitable for the PVA film. 

The difference in material properties between PET and PVA is well known, so that 
these films have completely different applications. For example, PET films are used for 
making magnetic tapes or floppy discs, whereas PVA films are used for making polarizing 
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plates for optical devices. Because different film materials require different processing 
techniques, a person having ordinary skills in the art would not consider applying the process 
for winding the PET film in winding the PVA film. 

Therefore, there is no apparent reason to combine JP-405 and JP-421. Besides, there 
is clearly no motivation in either one of the references to combine with the other. 

JP-421 does not reveal that the film is wound on a metallic core and a length of film 
being at least 1 ,000 meters based on which the surface hardness is measured. In order to 
make up the deficit, Takeuchi is relied upon for teaching the film length and core material, 
and the Office believes these are rather conventional in the art (see page 3, section 3 of the 
non-final Office Action of January 2, 2008). 

Takeuchi teaches a film roll wherein surface hardness values measured at ten positions 
along the direction of the core are satisfied with a specific equation. The film roll is 
particularly used as a base film for a magnetic recording medium. The films are made with 
polyester or polyamide resins, similar to the PET film of JP-421 . The preferred thickness of 
the polyester or polyamide resin film is 10 jam or less (paragraph [0014]). Therefore, while it 
is possible that the processes of JP-421 and Takeuchi are combinable because they pertain to 
the same type of film material, neither JP-421 nor Takeuchi can be combined with JP-405. 
Again, there is no motivation in any of the references for the combination. 

Summarizing the above, applicant respectfully submits that JP-405 cannot be 
combined with JP-421 and Takeuchi for asserting the basic claimed process of claim 1. 

Further in the final Office Action of July 9, 2008, the guide roll feature of claim 1 was 
asserted to be conventional in the art, and reference is made to Corbett. Corbett teaches 
winding a roll of thin sheet of a thermoplastic material (called a web), and, as shown in Fig. 1, 
a guide roll 6 is disposed next to the film roll 3. The guide roll 6 is a so-called dancer roll, 
which is resiliency mounted (i.e. position not fixed) so as to apply a substantially uniform 
tension to the web as it is wound upon the center tube 2 (col. 2, lines 6-9). This arrangement 
is different from that of the present invention where a space between the core and the guide 
roll is maintained during the rolling up operation or the guide roll is in contact with the 
cylindrical core through the running film. This means the position of the guide roll is not 
resiliently movable. What's more, even if Corbett is combined with JP-405 for teaching 
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adjusting the tension of the PVA film when it is wound on the core, the combination does not 
have the surface hardness as the control parameter for the winding quality, does not specify a 
length of film being at least 1,000 meters based on which the surface hardness is measured, 
and does not reveal that the film is wound on a metallic core. 

Based on the above, the rejection of claim 1 is based on a flawed combination of prior 
art references. Applicant respectfully requests the rejection of claim 1 be reconsidered and 
withdrawn. 

Rejections of Other Claims 

Claims 2 and 4 depend from claim 1 and they are rejected mainly for the same reasons 
applied to claim 1 . Since claim 1 is believed to be patentable, claims 2 and 4 are also 
patentable at least due to their dependency. Applicant respectfully requests the rejections of 
claims 2 and 4 be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Canceling of the Non-elected claim 

Currently, claim 5 is withdrawn from consideration. Should the application be 
allowed, the Office is authorized to cancel claim 5 in an Examiner's amendment. 

Conclusion 

It is believed that all the remaining claims in the application are allowable. A decision 
to withdraw the rejections is respectfully requested. 



Ware, Fressola, Van Der Sluys 

& Adolphson LLP 
755 Main Street, P.O. Box 224 
Monroe, Connecticut 06468 
Tel: (203) 261-1234 



Respectfully submitted, 





Shiming Wu 

Agent for the Applicant 

Reg. No. 56,885 
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